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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript holds significant value for the scientific community as it provides new insights into the therapeutic potential of Pueraria montana and Coffea arabica extracts in managing diabetes-induced hepatic and oxidative stress. By demonstrating both hepatoprotective and antioxidant effects, the study contributes to the growing body of evidence supporting plant-based interventions as safer and cost-effective alternatives to conventional diabetes treatments. Importantly, the observed synergistic efficacy of the combined extracts highlights a promising avenue for developing multi-herbal formulations that may enhance clinical outcomes in diabetic patients. Overall, these findings advance current understanding of natural products in metabolic disease management and open opportunities for future pharmacological and translational research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Synergistic Hepatoprotective and Antioxidant Activities of Pueraria montana and Coffea arabica in Alloxan-Induced Diabetic Rats
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract of manuscript is strong, complete, and does not require essential changes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound and correctly structured in terms of its experimental design, biochemical assessments, and interpretation of findings. The use of an alloxan-induced diabetic model, evaluation of hepatic enzyme markers, assessment of oxidative stress parameters, and comparison between single and combined plant extracts are all well-established and scientifically valid approaches. The results are consistent with known mechanisms of diabetes-induced hepatic injury and the antioxidant potentials of plant-derived compounds. The conclusions drawn logically align with the biochemical outcomes reported, especially regarding the enhanced efficacy of the combined extract. Minor clarifications—such as ensuring dosing descriptions are unambiguous—may improve precision, but no major scientific flaws are evident in the study as described.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references listed in the manuscript are insufficient in number and lack recent, high-impact citations. Only 13 references are included, whereas a minimum of 30 well-selected references is expected for a study of this scope. Additionally, several citations are outdated (e.g., publications from 2000, 2004, 2011, 2012), and more recent literature (from 2018–2024) on diabetes-induced hepatic damage, oxidative stress biomarkers, phytochemical mechanisms, and the therapeutic effects of Pueraria montana and Coffea arabica should be incorporated. Including updated research from reputable journals in pharmacology, toxicology, ethnopharmacology, and phytomedicine will significantly strengthen the scientific foundation and relevance of the manuscript. I strongly recommend expanding the reference list to at least 30 contemporary studies to improve the manuscript’s credibility and alignment with current scientific knowledge.

	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language quality of the manuscript is understandable but not yet suitable for scholarly communication. Several sentences are lengthy, contain grammatical inconsistencies, or lack clarity, which may hinder reader comprehension. The manuscript would benefit from careful editing to improve grammar, sentence structure, and scientific flow. I recommend a thorough professional language review or proofreading to ensure clarity, precision, and adherence to academic writing standards.
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